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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on Dec. 
15, 2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 1 is a single means claim, where a means recitation does not appear in 
combination with another recited element of means, is subject to an undue breadth 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. In re Hyatt, 708 F.2d 712, 714-715, 218 
USPQ 195, 197 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (A single means claim which covered every 
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conceivable means for achieving the stated purpose was held nonenabling for the 
scope of the claim because the specification disclosed at most only those means known 
to the inventor.). When claims depend on a recited property, a fact situation comparable 
to Hyatt is possible, where the claim covers every conceivable structure (means) for 
achieving the stated property (result) while the specification discloses at most only 
those known to the inventor. See MPEP 2164.08(a). 

Since claims 2-7 are dependent from claim 1 , they are also rejected. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 2-4, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 2, the phrase "and/or" renders the claim indefinite because it is 
unclear whether the limitation includes either or both. Claims 3-4 being dependent from 
claim are also rejected. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Regarding claim 7, the phrase "for example" renders the claim indefinite because 
it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the claimed 
invention. Further, regarding claim 7, the phrase "or the like" renders the claim(s) 
indefinite because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those 
encompassed by "or the like"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim(s) 
unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Margo et al 
[1993 IEEE, ICASSP-93, 27-30 April, Vol. I, Pages 161-164]. 

Regarding claim 1 , Margo et al teach an echo canceller comprising a dedicated 
non-stationary (i.e. time-varying) echo canceller to cancel only the time-varying echo 
components [Figs. 1-6; Page 1-161. Section 2 to Page 1-163, Section 3]. 

8. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Cannalire et al [US 5,414,766]. 

Regarding claim 1 , Cannalire et al teach an echo canceller comprising a 
dedicated non-stationary (i.e. time-varying) echo canceller to cancel only the time- 
varying echo components [Figs. 1-4; col. 3, line 47 to col. 4, line 31; col. 5, line 53 to col. 
12, line 58]. 
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Regarding claim 2, the non-stationary echo canceller comprises a non-stationary 
echo estimator [col. 6, line 35 to col. 7, line 54]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

10. Claims 3, 5, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cannalire et al as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in view of Reesor et al 
[GB 2330745 A]. 

Regarding claim 3, although Cannalire et al teach detecting the presence of a 
very low level noise (i.e. stationary noise) [col. 13, lines 61-65], they do not provide 
details on estimating the noise. So one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to seek any arrangement that provides an estimate of the noise, such as 
Reesor et al. 

Reesor et al teach the echo canceller, wherein the stationary echo estimator is a 
stationary noise estimator [Fig. 2; page 9, line 23 to page 10, line 26]. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reesor et al with Cannalire et al in order to 
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check whether the input signal is noise or active signal [Reeser et ai; Page 9, lines 3-4]. 

Regarding claim 5, Reesor et al further teach the echo canceller shown in Fig. 1 , 
the echo canceller comprises an adaptive filter and a residual echo processor (i.e. NLP) 
coupled to the adaptive filter, which residual echo processor is equipped with the non 
stationary echo canceller (i.e. echo tail controller) [Fig. 2; page 9, lines 1-8; page 13, 
line 7 to page 14, line 19]. 

Regarding claim 7, Reesor et al further teach the echo canceller for 
communication device, such as for example a speakerphone or teleconferencing 
device, a telephone device, in particular a mobile telephone, a hands-free telephone or 
the like [page 1 , lines 4-7; page 4, lines 3-7] , characterized in that the communication 
device comprises one echo canceller [Figs. 1-2]. Here Examiner assumes one echo 
canceller that meets the limitation "one or more echo cancellers" as claimed. 

1 1 . Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Cannalire et al and Reesor et al as applied to claim 3 above, and further 
in view of Martin [Signal Processing VII, EUSIPCO, pages 1182-1185, Edinburgh 
(Scotland, UK), Sept. 1994]. 

Regarding claim 4, although Reesor et al teach that the noise level can be 
estimated with any common, noise level detection algorithm [Page 10, lines 3-5], they 
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do no teach expressly a specific algorithm to estimate stationary noise. So one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to seek any known algorithm that 
estimates stationary noise, such as a Martin's algorithm 

Martin teaches an algorithm based on spectral subtraction using minimum 
statistics to estimate a noise floor [Fig. 2; Section 2 through Section 4]. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the algorithm of Martin with Cannalire et al and Reesor et al 
in order to estimate a noise floor for both stationary and non-stationary noise without 
using a speech activity detector [Marin: Section 5 (conclusion), lines 1-3]. 

12. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Cannalire et al and Reesor et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Genter [US 5,293,784]. 

Regarding claim 6, the combination of Cannalire et al and Reesor et al does not 
teach expressly the echo canceller wherein the echo canceller comprises comfort noise 
inserting means. 
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Genter teaches an echo canceller (20) shown in Fig. 1, wherein non-linear 
residual echo suppressor (82) comprises comfort noise (i.e. artificial noise ) inserting 
means [Figs. 1-2; col. 4, lines 16-26; col. 6, line 50 to col. 8, line 22]. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Genter with Cannalire et al and Reesor et al 
in order to inject comfort noise into the nonlinear suppressor so that the average level in 
spite of the variation in operation of the non-linear processor which occurs with the 
presence or absence of a signal from the near-end speaker and the far-end speaker, 
respectively is maintained [Genter: col. 1 , lines 24-30]. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed on Dec. 15, 2006 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ramnandan Singh whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7529. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TH (8:00-5:30). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




